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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Examiner acknowledges Applicant's filing of an RCE on 24 January 2007. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9, 12, 13, 23, 25, 28-30, and 32-37 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 6, "pushing an 
internal" should be "pushing, at the interface, an internal" to clarify which device performs the 
pushing step and, in line 7, "a plurality of circuit cards" should be "the plurality of circuit cards". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 2, "packet to at" 
should be "packet by at". Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 4, "the routing 
label" should be "the internal routing label". Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch. Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch. Appropriate correction is required. 
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8. Claim 8 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch. Appropriate correction is required. 

9. Claim 9 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 4, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch. Appropriate correction is required. 

10. Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 2, "the routing 
label" should be "the internal routing label"; in line 2, "label information table stack" should be 
"label stack" since "the label information table stack" lacks antecedent basis; and in line 3, "the 
system" should be "the node" since "the system" lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate correction 
is required. 

1 1 . Claim 23 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent form for 
failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the 
claim(s) in independent form. Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitations contained in 
claim 23, such that claim 23 no longer further limits the subject matter of claim 1 . If Applicant 
chooses to cancel 23, then Applicant should modify the dependency of claim 25, which depends 
upon claim 23. 

12. Claim 25 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 2, "the routing 
label" should be "the internal routing label" and, in lines 2-3, "at the processor" should be "at a 
processor". Appropriate correction is required. 
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13. Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch and, in line 6, "the routing label" should be "the internal routing 
label". Appropriate correction is required. 

14. Claim 29 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3, "receiving the 
packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the relationship between 
the interface and the switch; in line 6, "the routing label" should be "the internal routing label"; 
and, in line 6, "label for transporting the packet" should be "label" since "the routing label for 
transporting the packet" lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is required. 

15. Claim 30 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 1, "claim 23" 
should be "claim 32" since "the reply packet" lacks antecedent basis in claim 23 and, in line 3, 
"receiving the packet" should be "receiving, from the interface, the packet" to clarify the 
relationship between the interface and the switch. Appropriate correction is required. 

16. Claim 32 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 2, "the system" 
should be "the node" since "the system" lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

17. Claim 33 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 1 "Apparatus" 
should be "An apparatus" and, in line 8, "an internal" should be "the internal". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

1 8. Claim 34 is objected to because of the following informalities: in lines 3-4, "packet in 
response to receiving a control packet to one" should be "packet, in response to receiving a 
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modified packet that is a control packet, to one" to clarify that the control packet is a modified 
packet. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

19. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of35U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

20. Claims 1-9, 12, 13, 23, 25, 28-30, and 32-40 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

21. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the packet" in line 9. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. Claim 1 previously recites "a packet" in line 3 and "pushing an 
internal routing label to the label stack of the packet" in line 6. It is unclear whether "the packet" 
in line 9 refers to "a packet" in line 3 or the modified packet in line 6. Examiner assumes that 
"the packet" in line 9 refers to the modified packet in line 6. Therefore, Examiner suggests 
changing, in line 6, "stack of the packet" to "stack of the packet to create a modified packet" and, 
in line 9, "the packet" to "the modified packet." If this suggestion is accepted by Applicant, then 
Applicant should also change "the packet" to "the modified packet" in claim 2, line 2 (both 
instances); claim 3, line 2 (both instances); claim 6, lines 2, 3, and 4; claim 7, lines 2, 3, and 4; 
claim 8, lines 2, 3, and 4; claim 9, lines 2, 4, and 5; claim 12, line 2; claim 13, line 3; claim 25, 
line 2; claim 28, lines 2, 3, and 4; claim 29, lines 2, 3, and 4; claim 30, lines 2, 3, and 4; and 
claim 32, line 2. 

22. Claim 33 recites the limitation "the packet" in lines 7, 8, and 9. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 32 previously recites "a packet" in line 3 
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and "pushing an internal routing label to the label stack of the packet" in line 6. It is unclear 
whether "the packet" in lines 7, 8, and 9 refers to "a packet" in line 3 or the modified packet in 
line 6. Examiner assumes that "the packet" in lines 7, 8, and 9 refers to the modified packet in 
line 6. Therefore, Examiner suggests changing, in line 6, "stack of the packet" to "stack of the 
packet to create a modified packet" and, in lines 7, 8, and 9, "the packet" to "the modified 
packet." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

24. Claims 1, 13, 23, 25, 28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shiota (USPN 6,987,762) in view of van Landegem (USPN 5,265,091), of 
record. 

25. Regarding claims 1 and 23, Shiota discloses a method of routing IP packets between a 
plurality of circuit cards within a node of a network (where the MPLS packet is an IP packet 
"encapsulated by the data called a shim header," col. 1, lines 26-28, and where the packets are 
routed between a plurality of circuit cards within a node, Fig. 1 and col. 8, lines 39-59), 
comprising: receiving a packet at an interface, the packet being an IP packet and including a 
label stack, the label stack including an external routing label for use in forwarding between 
nodes along a label switched path (col. 8, lines 39-59, where an MPLS packet is received and its 
label stack is processed); pushing an internal routing label to the label stack of the packet, the 
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internal routing label specifying one of a plurality of circuit cards (where a controller writes an 
"updated internal held header" to a packet, col. 15, lines 26-33, where the internal held header 
includes output channel information, col. 13, lines 38-48, and where the switch uses the output 
channel information to route the packet to the correct line card, col. 8, lines 43-55); routing the 
packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified in the internal routing label (where a 
controller writes an "updated internal held header" to a packet, col. 15, lines 26-33, where the 
internal held header includes output channel information, col. 13, lines 38-48, and where the 
switch uses the output channel information to route the packet to the correct line card, col. 8,. 
lines 43-55). 

Shiota does not expressly disclose that the routing label includes a packet type where the 
routing of the packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified in the label occurs in 
response to the packet type being indicative of a first type. Van Landegem discloses, in a system 
that utilizes an internal routing tag, having a control cell that includes a Type field (col. 8, lines 
25-34). Van Landegem also discloses that the control cell is switched differently than normal 
cells in that the control cell is sent to a processor on the node (col. 9, lines 12-17), rather than a 
circuit card. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use van Langegem's control cell in the context of Shiota' s switching node to 
permit the node to receive and process control packets. To do this, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the routing label include a 
packet type to allow the system to distinguish between "normal" packets and control packets 
thereby enabling the system to route normal packets to one of the plurality of circuit cards 
specified in the label and to route the control packet to a controller in the switching node. 
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26. Regarding claim 13, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses popping the routing 
label from the label information table stack after receiving the packet at the processor within 
the system (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 18-22, where the processor determines the output link 
of the cell and where cell are routed according to routing tags such that the processor "pops" 
the label from an information table stack). 

27. Regarding claim 25, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses popping the routing 
label from the label stack after receiving the packet at the processor within the node system 
(van Landegem: col. 9, lines 45-61, where the processor modifies the routing label such that is 
"pops" the label before it modifies it). 

28. Regarding claim 28, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses receiving the packet at a 
switch (Shiota: Fig. 1 and col. 8, lines 51-55, where the switch receives packets from the line 
cards); and switching the packet to a predetermined port of the switch coupled to the one of the 
plurality of circuit cards specified in the routing label (Shiota: Fig. 1 and col. 8, lines 51-55, 
where the switch switches the packets to a respective line car based on the output channel 
information, i.e. "routing label"). 

29. Regarding claim 32, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses routing the packet to a 
processor within the system in response to the packet type being indicative of a control packet 
(van Landegem: col. 9, lines 12-17, where the system routes a control packet to a processor) 
and sending a reply packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified in the internal 
routing label (van Landegem: col. 10, lines 6-12 where a confirm control cell is sent to the 
sender to acknowledge the setup of the connection and Shiota: col. 2, lines 1-16, where the 
apparatus uses label switched paths, such that the combination of Shiota and van Landegem 
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suggests using control packets in the apparatus to set up label switched paths through the 
apparatus). 

30. Claims 2-9, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shiota (USPN 6,987,762) in view of van Landegem (USPN 5,265,091), of record, as applied to 
claims 1 and 23 above, and further in view of Timbs (USPN 5,809,025). 

3 1 . Regarding claims 2, 3, 6, 7, and 29, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses that 
routing the packet to the one of a plurality of circuit cards comprises: receiving the packet at a 
switch (Shiota: col. 8, lines 39-59, where an MPLS packet is received and its label stack is 
processed); and switching the packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards coupled to a 
predetermined port of the switch (Shiota: col. 8, lines 43-55, where the switch uses the output 
channel information to route the packet to the correct line card). 

Shiota in view of van Landegem does not expressly disclose that the port is specified by 
a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier included in the 
internal routing label. Timbs teaches, in a system for switching information between cards, 
routing a cell upon an inter-shelf route by using a shelf identifier (BTSI shelf number) and a 
slot identifier (slot identification number) (col. 10, lines 13-18). Timbs further discloses that, 
once a cell is received upon a particular destination shelf, the cell is routed according to a link 
identifier (span line number) and a channel identifier (channel number) (col. 10, lines 24-36). 
Timbs teaches that routing according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and 
a channel identifier is beneficial because this permits "near-static routing of a data stream" 
"with minimal requirements of shared resources" (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 3). Simply, in such 
a system, within the switch, each intermediate module will be able to switch a cell based on 
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static information contained in the module (col. 3, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to switch packets 
according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier 
included in the internal routing label in the system of Shiota since such routing permits "near- 
static routing of a data stream" where this eases the burden on the switch to update the 
switching tables. 

32. Regarding claims 4, 5, 8, 9, and 30, Shiota in view of van Landegem discloses that 
routing the packet to a processor and sending the reply packet comprises: receiving the packet 
at a switch (Shiota: col. 8, lines 39-59, where an MPLS packet is received and its label stack is 
processed); switching the packet to a predetermined port of the switch coupled to the processor 
(Shiota: col. 8, lines 43-55, where the switch uses the output channel information to route the 
packet to the correct line card); and switching the reply packet to the one of the plurality of 
circuit cards coupled to a second predetermined port of the switch (van Landegem: col. 10, 
lines 6-14, where the confirm control cell is routed according to a routing label). 

Shiota in view of van Landegem does not expressly disclose that the port is specified by 
a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier included in the 
internal routing label. Timbs teaches, in a system for switching cells between cards, routing a 
cell upon an inter-shelf route by using a shelf identifier (BTSI shelf number) and a slot 
identifier (slot identification number) (col. 10, lines 13-18). Timbs further discloses that, once 
a cell is received upon a particular destination shelf, the cell is routed according to a link 
identifier (span line number) and a channel identifier (channel number) (col. 10, lines 24-36). 
Timbs teaches that routing according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and 



Application/Control Number: 09/978,429 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2616 

a channel identifier is beneficial because this permits "near-static routing of a data stream" 
"with minimal requirements of shared resources" (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 3). Simply, in such 
a system, within the switch, each intermediate module will be able to switch a cell based on 
static information contained in the module (col. 3, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to switch packets 
according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier 
included in the internal routing label in the system of Shiota since such routing permits "near- 
static routing of a data stream" where this eases the burden on the switch to update the 
switching tables. 

33. Claims 12, 33, 38, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shiota (USPN 6,987,762) in view of Shimojo et al. (USPN 5,787,072), of record. 

34. Regarding claims 12 and 33, Shiota discloses an apparatus at a node of a network, 
comprising: a plurality of circuit cards and a switching fabric (Fig. 1 and col. 8, lines 39-41); 
means for receiving a packet, the packet being an IP packet and including a label stack, the 
label stack including an external routing label for use in forwarding between nodes along a 
label-switched path (col. 8, lines 39-59, where an MPLS packet is received and its label stack is 
processed, and col. 1, lines 26-28, where the MPLS packet is an IP packet "encapsulated by the 
data called a shim header"); means for pushing an internal routing label to the label stack of the 
packet (where a controller writes an "updated internal held header" to a packet, col. 15, lines 26- 
33, where the internal held header includes output channel information, col. 13, lines 38-48, and 
where the switch uses the output channel information to route the packet to the correct line card, 
col. 8, lines 43-55), means for routing a packet through the switching fabric to one of the 
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plurality of circuit cards based on an internal routing label attached to the packet (where a 
controller writes an "updated internal held header" to a packet, col. 15, lines 26-33, where the 
internal held header includes output channel information, col. 13, lines 38-48, and where the 
switch uses the output channel information to route the packet to the correct line card, col. 8, 
lines 43-55). 

Shiota does not expressly disclose means for removing the internal routing label prior 
to transmission of the packet from the apparatus. Shimojo teaches, in a system utilizing an 
internal routing label, removing the internal routing label prior to the transmission of the packet 
from the apparatus (col. 1, lines 36-42, where the internal routing label is removed, i.e. 
"popped," before the cell is output). It is implicit that this is done to increase bandwidth 
efficiency in the network by removing information from the packet that will not be used by 
subsequent nodes. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to remove the internal routing label prior to transmission of the packet from 
the apparatus to increase bandwidth efficiency in the network. 

35. Regarding claim 38, Shiota in view of Shimojo discloses that the internal routing label 
includes at least one field for identifying the location of one of the plurality of the circuit cards 
within the node (Shiota: col. 8, lines 51-55, where the switch switches the packets to a line 
card based on the output channel information, i.e. the input routing label, such that the output 
channel information must identify the location of one of the plurality of circuit cards within the 
node). 

36. Regarding claim 40, Shiota in view of Shimojo discloses a memory for storing a routing 
table, the routing table including fields for the external label and the internal routing label 
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(Shiota: col. 9, lines 13-16, where the storing memory 15 stores the output channel 
information, i.e. the internal routing label, and a shim header group, i.e. an external label). 

37. Claims 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shiota 
(USPN 6,987,762) in view of Shimojo et al. (USPN 5,787,072), of record, as applied to claim 33 
above, and further in view of van Landegem (USPN 5,265,091), of record. 

38. Regarding claim 34, Shiota in view of Shimojo does not expressly disclose a processor, 
the processor including means for sending a reply packet in response to receiving a control 
packet to one of the plurality of circuit cards identified in the internal routing label. However, 
Shiota in view of Shimojo does disclose setting up label switched paths through the apparatus 
(Shiota: col. 2, lines 1-16). Van Landegem teaches, in a system utilizing internal routing labels, 
using a processor (Fig. 4, ref. PR1 13), the processor including means for sending a reply 
packet in response to receiving a control packet to one of the plurality of circuit cards 
identified in the internal routing label (col. 9, lines 45-52, where the processor sets a VP and a 
new routing field for a control cell, and col. 10, lines 6-14, where a confirm control cell 
containing the VP and routing field are returned to the sender to acknowledge the setup of the 
connection). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have a processor, the processor including means for sending a reply 
packet in response to receiving a control packet to one of the plurality of circuit cards 
identified in the internal routing label in order to set up label switched paths through the 
apparatus. 
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39. Regarding claim 35, Shiota in view of Shimojo in further view of van Landegem 
discloses that the internal routing label further includes a packet type identifier (van 
Landegem: col. 8, lines 28-34). 

40. Regarding claim 36, Shiota in view of Shimojo in further view of van Landegem 
discloses that the means for routing also routes based, at least in part, on the packet type 
identifier (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 12-17, where the node switches control packets to a 
processor and Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42, where the node switches normal packets to a 
destination circuit card). 

41 . Regarding claim 37, Shiota in view of Shimojo in further view of van Landegem 
discloses that the means for routing includes means for routing the packet to the processor if 
the packet type identifier indicates a control packet type (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 12-17, 
where the node switches control packets to a processor and Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42, where 
the node switches normal packets to a destination circuit card). 

42. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shiota (USPN 
6,987,762) in view of Shimojo et al. (USPN 5,787,072), of record, as applied to claim 38 above, 
and further in view of Timbs (USPN 5,809,025). 

43. Regarding claim 39, Shiota in view of Shimojo does not expressly disclose that the field 
for identifying the location of one of the plurality of circuit cards within the node includes 
identifiers for a shelf and a slot of the one of the plurality of circuit cards. Timbs teaches, in a 
system for switching cells between cards, routing a cell upon an inter-shelf route by using a 
shelf identifier (BTSI shelf number) and a slot identifier (slot identification number) (col. 10, 
lines 13-18). Timbs teaches that routing according to a shelf identifier and a slot identifier is 
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beneficial because this permits "near-static routing of a data stream" "with minimal 
requirements of shared resources" (col. 2, line 66-coL 3, line 3). Simply, in such a system, 
within the switch, each intermediate module will be able to switch a cell based on static 
information contained in the module (col. 3, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to switch packets according to a 
shelf identifier and a slot identifier included in the internal routing label in the system of Shiota 
since such routing permits "near-static routing of a data stream" where this eases the burden on 
the switch to update the switching tables. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Ryman whose telephone number is (571)272-3152. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00am-4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571)272-3 155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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